REMARKS 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 13-14 are pending in this application. Claims 3, 6, and 9 
have been canceled without prejudice and without disclaimer of the subject matter contained 
therein. Accordingly, claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 13 and 14 are before the Examiner. 

Applicants note with appreciation the withdrawal of several rejections from the prior 
Office Action. The remaining objections and rejections are addressed herein. 

Election/Restrictions 

Independent claim 1 has been amended to reflect the election of group I, where a = b = 
c = 1 . Claims 3, 6 and 9 have been withdrawn from consideration and are now canceled as 
drawn to non-elected invention. 

35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 13, and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, for alleged indefiniteness. Independent claim 1 has been amended to correct an 
inadvertent typographical error in the proviso. Applicants respectfully assert that all conditions 
of 35 U.S.C. § 112 have been met. 

Double Patenting 

Before discussing the double patenting rejections, Applicants note that the present 
application is a 371 national phase filing based on PCT International Application no. 
SE2003/001276 filed on August 13, 2003. 

Applicants further note that MPEP 804 directs that a provisional obviousness type 
double patenting rejection should be withdrawn where the reference application is later filed and 
the present claims are otherwise allowable. 
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10/524,484 filed February 14, 2005 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 13, and 14 stand provisionally rejected for obviousness type 
double patenting over claims 1-4, 6-11, 14, 19 and 20 of co-pending application no. 10/524,484. 
There is a similar obviousness type double patenting rejection in the '484 application. 
Applicants note that the two applications were filed on the same day (PCT International Filing 
Date: August 13, 2003). MPEP 804, in pertinent part, provides: 



If "provisional" ODP rejections in two applications are the 
only rejections remaining in those applications, the examiner 
should withdraw the ODP rejection in the earlier filed 
application thereby permitting that application to issue 
without need of a terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer 
must be required in the later-filed application before the ODP 
rejection can be withdrawn and the application permitted to 
issue. If both applications are filed on the same day, the 
examiner should determine which application claims the 
base invention and which application claims the 
improvement (added limitations). The ODP rejection in the 
base application can be withdrawn without a terminal 
disclaimer, while the ODP rejection in the improvement 
application cannot be withdrawn without a terminal 
disclaimer. 



(Emphasis added.) The Office has not, as yet, made such a determination. Accordingly, 
it is premature for Applicants to offer a Terminal Disclaimer. Once the Office has made a 
determination, Applicants will consider filing a Terminal Disclaimer in one of the applications. 
10/283,576: International Filing Date - December 20, 2004 
Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 13, and 14 stand provisionally rejected for obviousness type 
double patenting over claims 1-19 of co-pending application no 10/283,576. The rejection 
based on the '576 application, by virtue of its later PCT international filing date, should be 
withdrawn pursuant to MPEP 804 since the present application is earlier filed and, after entry of 
this response, will have no other rejection outstanding. Applicants respectfully assert that no 
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terminal disclaimer needs to be filed and that the obviousness type double patenting rejection 
based on the '576 application should be withdrawn. 

10/583,585: International Filing Date - December 20, 2004 
Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 13, and 14 stand provisionally rejected for obviousness type 
double patenting over claims 1-17 of co-pending application no 10/583,585. The rejection 
based on the '585 application, by virtue of its later PCT international filing date, should be 
withdrawn pursuant to MPEP 804 since the present application is earlier filed and, after entry of 
this response, will have no other rejection outstanding. Applicants respectfully assert that no 
terminal disclaimer needs to be filed and that the obviousness type double patenting rejection 
based on the '585 application should be withdrawn. 

Applicants respectfully assert that all pending claims are now in condition for allowance. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fee or underpayment thereof or 
credit any overpayment to deposit account no. 26-0166. 

Applicants respectfully assert that all pending claims are now in condition for allowance. 
Early reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims is respectfully requested. The 
examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attorney if an interview, telephonic or 
personal, would facilitate allowance of the claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September 25. 2008 



by: /Michael A. Patane/ 



Michael A. Patane 
Reg. No. 42, 982 
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